Office to Advance AirSea Battle'' in November 2011 marked ASB's shift from the conceptual to the implementation phase (discussed subsequently).
ASB envisions ''interoperable air and naval forces'' executing ''networked, integrated attacks-in-depth to disrupt, destroy, and defeat enemy anti-access area denial capabilities,'' clearing the way for traditional expeditionary warfare to proceed safely. 13 This would be accomplished by ''attacking effectively first'' against the Chinese mainland with conventional weapons like guided missiles and nonconventional ones like cyberwarfare.
14 Thus, the first phase of ASB would involve ''blinding'' and ''suppression'' campaigns on key facilities including intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, and ''command-and-control networks,'' as well as ''long-range weapons that could target U.S. bases and carrier groups,'' ''the radar systems needed to cue them,'' ''Chinese satellites and anti-satellite weapons,'' and ''Chinese missile launchers.'' The cumulative effect of these strikes is expected to degrade China's extensive A2/AD and make it ''extremely difficult'' for China to organize its forces.
Criticisms and Repositioning
Critics argue that ASB uses a sledgehammer where a scalpel is needed. By attacking numerous targets on the Chinese mainland, ASB aggravates the psychological 15 and political 16 factors that lead to escalation, threatening to turn a limited war into a ruinous and possibly nuclear war fought to achieve unconditional surrender. 17 Even ASB's proponents admit that attacking China's intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capacity might undermine its early warning systems, leading to ''an immediate effect on strategic nuclear and escalation issues. '' 18 In addition to escalation, ASB critics argue that it risks aggravating what international relations theory refers to as the ''security dilemma''-one state's defensive measures may be perceived by another state as aggressive, leading the second state to take its own defensive measures that in turn alarm the first state, leading hostility and military procurement to spiral out of control. The United States might intend ASB to deter China from aggression against Taiwan or other Asian states, but the broad attacks on Chinese military capabilities that it entails could serve as a preemptive strike. From the perspective of China's military in particular, ASB's emphasis on systems able to target the Chinese mainland is aggressive and ''bound to lead'' to an arms race. 19 In response to these criticisms, the Pentagon ''walked back'' 20 from the position that ASB specifically targets China. The Air Force Chief of Staff argued that ASB ''is not the design for any particular region of the world '' 21 and the ''inclination [of the press] to narrow down on a particular scenario is unhelpful.'' ''Unhelpful,'' of course, does not mean wrong. 22 In 2012, the Joint Staff subsumed ASB into the ''Joint Operational Access Concept (JOAC),'' a ''larger war-fighting context applicable anywhere in the world.'' 23 Officials have also been at pains to point out that the actual ''Air Sea Battle Office'' is small and has limited responsibilities. 24 Etzioni 3 As noted previously, however, ASB did originate in concept articles specific to China, and Pentagon officials continue to concede that ASB remains focused on China, 25 the only potential adversary investing heavily in A2/AD aside from, to a ''far lesser extent,'' Iran and North Korea. 26 Indeed, in numerous recent publications discussing ASB, by American military experts, China is clearly the target. 27 Is ASB Part of the ''Pivot to Asia?''
In addressing the question of what the development of ASB informs us about civilmilitary relations in the United States-the question arises of where ASB fits into the general foreign policy of the United States with regard to China. This is crucial for the issue at hand, because for the civilian control to be effective, military strategies must fit into the nation's general foreign policy.
The ''Pivot to Asia'' is viewed as a centerpiece of President Obama's foreign policy in his second term. 28 One may hence ask whether ASB is not part of this shift of attention and resources to the Far East. There are differences of opinion as to what the ''pivot'' really entailed. According to the speech writer who claims to have inserted the term into Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's October 2011 editorial America's Pacific Century, it was merely a catch phrase and did not reflect any of the deliberations that typically precede major and even not so major policy decisions. 29 The term was later adopted by the White House, critics argue, mainly as a part of the 2012 reelection campaign, both to distract attention from the failing wars in Iraq and in particular Afghanistan and to show that Democrats have a ''strong'' foreign policy. 30 Defenders of the term point out that it is consistent with Obama's identity as ''America's first Pacific president'' and his longstanding belief that the world's ''center of gravity [ . . . ] is shifting to Asia. '' 31 In any case the pivot was not considered a major military drive but one that, according to the White House, involved more ''attention'' 32 to the region, more high-level visits, more diplomatic initiatives, and some very minor military repositioning (such as the deployment of 250 Marines to Darwin, Australia, 2,600 miles from China) and four naval vessels to Singapore. This is a far cry from a major military commitment of the kind that ASB entails and the foreign policy implications of such a commitment.
Most telling, given the reactions to the pivot by worried European and Middle Eastern allies, and the countermobilization by China-the Obama administration dropped the term altogether, replacing it with ''rebalancing,'' which implies merely restoring the troop levels in the Pacific regions to what they were before the Afghanistan and Iraq wars. However aggressive one considers ASB, or essential and necessary-it entails a much greater military buildup than one folds into ''rebalancing''.
ASB and Civil-military Relations: Structural Inattention
The article turns next to ask how ASB advanced beyond the kind of contingency plan that the Pentagon maintains for a large variety of possibilities 33 
Lack of Civilian Review
An idealized model of civil-military relations would lead one to expect that (a) the military will be on the alert for new threats and prepare plans to respond to them; (b) such plans are in place for a large variety of threats; (c) before these plans can move from position papers to significant changes in the military arsenal (i.e., in procurement) and force structure and deployment, they will be reviewed by the White House and Congress; (d) in its deliberations the White House would draw on sources of threat assessments other than the military (e.g., the Central Intelligence Agency [CIA] ) and other sources of ideas about the best ways to respond to the new threats, especially from the State Department and civilian think tanks; (e) Congress would help these deliberations by conducting hearings about US foreign policy options, and about changes in the military budget, procurement of weapons, and force structure; (f) the public would engage in ensuring its understanding and support for major changes in foreign policy, in particular when they may result in a major war. True, this ideal is rarely fully implemented; however, it still can serve as a measuring rod to assess how far actual civil-military relations deviate from the democratic ideal and allow one to specify in what particular ways such deviations occur. As far as one can determine from unclassified sources, ASB has not yet been subject to such a White House review, but is nevertheless, albeit slowly, evolving beyond a mere contingency plan or position paper to a major shift in the military's arsenal, force structure, and deployment. With major arms systems already ordered to implement ASB and spending estimated to surpass US$500 million over the next decade (see subsequently for details), and major changes in force structure (cutting the Army and building up the Air Force and Navy), ASB is evolving way beyond a concept or contingency plan. It is proper to consider it as the implementation of a military strategy with clear goals and the lining up of the means needed to implement it.
Several detailed accounts have been published about deliberations in the White House on China during the period in which ASB was developed. None of them so much as mentions a review of ASB-or ASB even nominally-and all reveal that whatever amalgam of foreign policy decisions the White House was making in Etzioni 5 this period with regard to China were not compatible with the foreign policy implications of ASB. In his 618-page memoir, former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates provides a very detailed account of his meetings in the White House and the lessons learned from them on civil-military relations. These include details about deliberation on numerous subjects such as the surge, changes in the Don't Ask, Don't Tell policy, the closing of the Guantanamo Bay detention facility, and the controversy over the firing of General McChrystal among many others. ASB is not on the list of subjects discussed; it is not even mentioned once.
As far as the policies Secretary Gates pursued with regard to China, he reports that ''improving the military-to-military relationship with Beijing was a high priority'' for the administration. The United States sought to ''build on previous cooperative exchanges'' and ''open a dialogue on sensitive subjects like nuclear strategy as well as contingency planning on North Korea,'' in order to ''prevent misunderstandings.'' 34 His most confrontational move entailed no more than encouraging China's neighbors to ''meet together'' to increase their bargaining power relative to China. 35 One might expect the Office of the Secretary of Defense to play an important role, along with the White House, in civilian oversight of the military, or at least to play an intermediary role between the White House and Pentagon. In this case, however, based on Gates' detailed memoirs, one cannot but conclude that he was besieged by other issues and signed off on ASB without a careful review. There is no indication he raised the issue with the National Security Council.
Jeff Bader, who served as senior director for East Asian affairs on the National Security Council (NSC) from January 2009 to April 2011, released a book that reviews foreign policy during this period in 2012. He never mentions a review of a foreign policy that remotely resembles the one that ASB implies. Indeed, Bader does not mention ASB at all. Bader's portrayal of the Obama administration presents an emphasis on cooperation with China. He reports that the principles of the Obama administration's China policy are to ''build a stable, predictable, and positive relationship with China, with substantial cooperation on political and security issues, progress on economic issues, and clarity on human rights issues'' through ''frequent and respectful [high-level] interaction,'' ''extensive strategic dialogue,'' and, in the toughest language, ''firmness when the Chinese appeared to be overreaching, or allies needed to be reassured.'' 36 David Sanger, who was chief Washington correspondent for The New York Times and who has access to top-level administration officials, wrote a book about the same period called Confront and Conceal. In Sanger's reports about White House deliberations in the book, ASB gets the same amount of attention it gets from the sources previously cited-none. Sanger finds that Obama came to office determined to offer China ''a stake in shaping the rules of the game that's commensurate with being a rising economic power'' in exchange for China playing by the existing rules of the international system, and to set a ''tone of accommodation'' by not discussing China's human rights issues. 37 
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Sanger believes that it was this soft line, as well as an arms deal with Taiwan, that encouraged China to more aggressively assert its territorial claims in the South China Sea in 2010. 38 However, even then, Secretary of State Clinton-who closely followed the line set by the White House 39 -encouraged China's neighbors to express their growing dissatisfaction with China instead of doing so herselfbecause the administration ''deliberately avoided [taking] the lead, in hopes of avoiding a narrative of superpower showdown.'' 40 Hardly a context for ASB. James Mann finds no discussion of ASB either, though he does elaborate further on the characteristics of Obama's foreign policy relevant to China in his book, The Obamians. According to Mann, foreign policy often took a back seat to electoral considerations: Obama's ''speeches and rhetoric'' on China, as on other issues, often did not ''match his private views or policies,'' and his advisors focused more on ''what to say in public about foreign policy'' in order to win elections rather than on ''the nuances and subtleties'' and ''practical details of governance.'' 41 James Steinberg, a highly regarded strategic thinker concerned with China, served both as Deputy Secretary of State and as a member of the NSC Principals Committee. In both roles, he advocated a policy of ''strategic reassurance'' 42 that is highly incompatible with ASB. One may argue that his ''softer'' line on China lost, and he resigned from both positions, and those who favored a ''tougher'' line won, hence-the ASB. However, Hilary Clinton's book Hard Choices makes it clear that even her harder line merely meant calling on various Asian nations to act together to counterbalance China-rather than for the United States to push back via a military buildup. The tougher line reflected the ''leading from behind'' posture that draws on a multilateral approach and capacity building of allies, rather than significant increases in the United States's own commitment. For the United States, the focus should be, as President Obama put it, on nation building at home-and curtailing the military size and budget.
To illustrate what inattention means, it is best to compare it to deliberations preceding decisions that did get attention. Most notable are the deliberations that preceded the 2009 decision to significantly increase the number of troops sent to Afghanistan, often referred to as the surge. They entailed twenty-five hours of meetings led by the president over three months, 43 as well as congressional hearings 44 and extensive media coverage and public debates. 45 Other, less extensive deliberations accompanied decisions on whether to invade Iraq in 2003, the repeal of Don't Ask, Don't Tell, drone strikes and extrajudicial executions, and the National Security Agency (NSA) programs. Not only have the White House and Congress failed to review ASB, but there has also been little public debate over the concept. Whatever deliberations took place were largely confined to a small number of select military experts and foreign policy scholars.
Structural Inattention in Civil-military Relations Theory
Issues previously raised about civil-military relations have included military insubordination to civilian authorities (as many view General MacArthur's conduct Etzioni 7 during the Korean war 46 ); efforts by the military to constrain the president's options, either by publicly revealing its own preferences (as some argue it did about the Afghan surge 47 ), or by using testimony before Congress to promote a strategy the military favored. 48 Another issue has been excessive civilian micromanagement of the military (as some viewed President Carter's role in the Iran hostage rescue 49 ). ASB does not resemble any of these cases, and instead represents a case of what might be called structural inattention by civilian authorities, the White House and Congress. By structural inattention, I mean that the civilian authorities did not pay attention to or evaluate ASB as it moved from a concept toward implementation of a strategy because of the ways civil-military relations are formulated. It was not accidental oversight, but one that reflects institutional factors, outlined subsequently.
In his groundbreaking ''Theories of Democratic Civil-Military Relations,'' James Burk distinguishes between two kinds of civil-military relations theories: more traditional ones that explain whether civilian or military elites are in command, and new ones that deal with civil-military relations in ''mature democracies,'' theories that explain the ways a military sustains and protects democratic values. The article belongs in Burk's first category, as it deals with the old question of civilian control-focusing on the military's threat assessment compared to those of other agencies reporting to the White House, especially CIA and State, and on whether the planned line of action was in line with White House China policy-and not with the promotion of democratic values, Burk's second category. 50 In Common Defense, Samuel Huntington asserts that military policy is the product of the competition of purposes among individuals and groups and is determined by politics rather than logic. Thus, according to Huntington, ''In no case did military leaders initiate major new policies and in no case did they effectively prevent changes in old ones.'' 51 This position reflects Huntington's general thesis that the military is a very patriotic institution that would not consider usurping civilian authority and that those missteps that occur are due to the ''political'' nature of the democratic institutions. 52 It may at first seem that the rise of ASB is a counterfactual case to Huntington's theory; actually, it shows that the military acted quite in line with his model. It identified a new threat and developed a response. It is the civilian institutions that failed to review it. The factors driving this inattention were only in part political; the other major factor, as we shall see, was organizational.
Peter Feaver's application of game theory to civil-military relations, the agency theory, offers important insights into the sources of military conduct. 53 Structural inattention suggests that Feaver's approach, which assumes that actors are rational, would benefit from adapting, as have other social science disciplines, to the findings of behavioral economics 54 that actors' rationality is in fact limited. While ''re-litigating'' the question of the rationality of actors, which has been debated for decades, lies outside the scope of this article, it is worth noting that (i) actors' goals are inherently nonrational in that they reflect in part the actors' values, (ii) actors are unable to process most information in a logical way, (iii) those who argue they do, achieve this conclusion by defining down rationality. At best, actors have a ''bounded rationality''; that is, they act rationally with the parts of the information they can absorb and process-not with all that is available or is needed to make fully rational decisions. ASB is a case study in decision making when the governing agent is blind to relevant information not so much because it is not visible as because the agent's limited processing capacity is overloaded with other information processing and decision making (evidence to follow subsequently). Deborah Avant's Political Institutions and Military Change 55 correctly stresses the importance of institutional differences between American and British civil-military relations that derive from America's strong separation of powers, in particular between the executive and the legislature. Indeed, her observations suggest that in the United States, it is almost impossible for the ideal model (depicted earlier) of civil-military relations to function-because the military must answer to two civilian masters that often have conflicting demands. The rise of ASB, however, does not reflect this structural conflict, because Congress did not pay much more attention to ASB than the White House. (Congress may have been more supportive of ASB because of the role played by vested interests discussed subsequently, but evidence to support this hypothesis is limited.)
In The Sources of Military Doctrine, Barry Posen compares the importance of organizational influences and balance-of-power considerations in the formation of military doctrine. For Posen, ''organization theory suggests that states will adopt strategic doctrines that emphasize the offensive; remain stagnant when changed circumstances call for innovation; and are not harmonized with national political objectives,'' while balance of power theory predicts the adoption of ''innovative doctrines'' that ''vary with circumstances'' between ''deterrent, defensive, or offensive orientations'' depending on ''which is most appropriate to current conditions and national goals.'' 56 Structural inattention in the case of ASB has elements of both theories: organizational factors played a key role, and an offensive theory was adopted that was not harmonized with national objectives, yet balance of power considerations clearly motivated ASB's framers.
Risa Brooks in Shaping Strategy argues that when the differences in preferences between the civilian and military authorities are high, this leads the military to hoard information, engage in ''maverick initiatives,'' and internally stress loyalty over competence in promotions. Indeed, ASB may have been advanced in part as a response to the fact that the US military faced cuts in its size and budget following the ending of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and the White House preference for domestic expenditures. Moreover, a considerable number of Republicans, concerned with the deficit, voted for general budget cuts that included reductions in defense spending. ASB provides the military with a new major mission. However, there is no hard evidence to show that this is a major reason ASB was promoted as distinct from rising threat assessments of China. Etzioni 9 The Structural Sources of Inattention Sigmund Freud held that there are no accidents; behavior that seems accidental or irrational actually makes sense once we understand the underlying, subconscious forces that shape it. The same rule Freud observed about people also applies to societies. Societal formations and public policies that seem manifestly irrational often reflect the subterranean forces that shape them. Structural inattention in the case of ASB seems in part due to the ways the White House is staffed. The White House is depicted by some as an ''imperial'' presidency that disregards the legislature, acts on its own, and unduly intervenes in matters best left to the professionals in various agencies, the military included. 57 Others have depicted the White House as weak, giving orders that agencies, including the military, ignore. 58 Less attention has been paid to the fact that the president's staff is small, including 460 White House staff in total 59 (as well as about 350 staff supporting the National Security Council 60 ), which is very small compared to the 24,000 strong Pentagon staff. 61 During the year the author served in the White House, several staff members were charged-each with ''shadowing'' four agencies, aside from other duties. Staff was augmented by personnel ''detailed'' from other agencies for short periods to the White House, typically three months which could be extended to a maximum of six months. These people were often among those the agencies were most willing to lend to the White House because they were not high performers, and by the time they were trained to perform their White House jobs, they already had to leave. Moreover, the regular White House staff is chosen in part based on political considerations, personal loyalty, and services during the election campaigns, and not necessarily because of their professional expertise. 62 The White House staff is also under great pressure to react to daily events, with the urgent driving out the important, and they tend to be exhausted from working long hours, weekends, and holidays. In this context, a change in course by an agency, such as the Pentagon, which is not flagged by that agency or by dramatic events or some scandal, can often escape review by the White House for long periods of time.
In addition, Jeff Bader describes the White House as largely reactive, driven by events. For example, when the Dalai Lama wanted to meet with President Obama during an October 2009 visit to the United States, the Obama Administration delayed the meeting until 2010 in order to avoid offending the Chinese prior to Obama's November 2009 visit to China. 63 When the meeting finally took place, it was held in the less formal Map Room rather than the Oval Office. 64 For ASB to be properly reviewed, one would have to ask what the overall strategic position of the United States is with regard to the rise of China. There are some strategies into which ASB might fit well, and some which it would deeply undermine. For instance, ASB could gain approval if the White House (and Congress) had concluded that China was threatening core to US interests and that, in the longer run, a military confrontation with China was most likely unavoidable.
Some political theorists make this argument based on the ''Thucydides trap, '' 65 and others because of their analysis of China's development, its rising power, and its assertive policies. 66 (One should note that even in this case, ASB would have to be compared to other military strategies, most particularly to the one that advocates blockading China rather than engaging in all-out war. 67 ) At the same time, ASB would be either rejected or greatly scaled back and its implementation delayed, if the civilian authorities conclude that the preferred way to deal with China is to embrace the strategy, advocated by Zbigniew Brzezinski and Henry Kissinger, of granting China a considerably greater regional role (somewhat like the sphere of influence the United States carved out for itself in the Western Hemisphere under the Monroe doctrine), let alone if the United States went as far as treating China as a partner in the world order (a concept referred to as the ''G2''). 68 However, the Obama White House has often been criticized for not developing an overarching foreign policy strategy in general (and not just with regard to China). 69 Indeed, the president prided himself on being pragmatic, that is, responding to each challenge on its account. 70 In particular, the Obama White House has not sorted out what its China policy is, oscillating between calls for cooperation and comanagement of world affairs 71 -and calls for China to respect human rights 72 and the international order. 73 Nor has there been a significant public debate with China comparable, for instance, to the debate about the ways to respond to the Iranian nuclear program or the provocations of North Korea.
The White House staff did not include major strategic thinkers concerned with China. Jeffrey Bader, a consummate diplomat, scoffed at the very idea of an overall strategy, arguing that ''presidents and nations have no choice but to react to developments as they occur,'' while strategy documents ''are tucked away in safes and rarely referred to again, certainly not in times of crisis.'' 74 Bader quotes an NSC official that ''in reality, there's no such thing as strategy,'' just ''a series of tactical decisions.'' Lacking a strategic basis on which to judge ASB contributed to the inattention.
Hugh White points out that, lacking an overarching foreign policy strategy with regard to China, the United States is ''sliding toward rivalry'' with China ''by default.'' 75 White argues that US leaders have yet to, but must, ''explain what China's rise means, the different options which America has in response, what those different options would cost, and which is best for America. '' 76 Asked by the chairman of the House Seapower Subcommittee to discuss China's growing naval power, a series of experts including representatives from the Congressional Research Service, Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, and Navy admitted the United States lacks a strategy. 77 One should note that there are strong forces that agitate against developing strategies, defined here as overarching sets of articulated goals and means for accomplishing them, based on articulated principles. Formulating such a strategy tends to please one part of the political spectrum but antagonizes the other, while a Etzioni 11 considerable measure of vagueness allows all parts to assume that their concerns will be taken into account. And a strategy quickly turns into a measuring rod, used to assess whether or not an administration is following it closely, which is often not possible. 78 This is the case, for instance, when US administrations commit themselves to supporting democratic regimes overseas, but end up working with autocracies. The reluctance to articulate a strategy is a general subject that need not be explored here other than to note that the fact that ASB did not find a ''home'' in any strategy is far from an unprecedented event.
The Role of Vested Interests: Subterranean Forces
The structural civilian inattention to the adoption of ASB is also driven by subterranean forces. The situation is akin to a medical specialist who reads an X-ray and concludes that it justifies a costly operation, which is driven both by his legitimate interpretation of the X-ray (despite the fact that it can also be read as benign)-and the fact that he benefits financially from every intervention. Threat assessments can be legitimately read to suggest that China might pose a threat to American interests, especially if these are broadly defined, and at the same time, decisions as to how to react to them can be influenced by various special interest considerations.
Before discussing an outline of the subterranean forces, it is useful to point out that some argued that ASB is ''more rhetorical than material'' 79 or even a ''fantasy.'' 80 Actually, although at an early state of implementation, ASB is becoming an ''operational reality'' 81 which deeply affects numerous vested interests. One factor is what sociologists found as the tendency of organizations to engage in goal succession. That is, when the goals assigned to an organization are accomplished, rather than disbanding or greatly scaling back, it often formulates new missions. Famously, after the highly successful March of Dimes helped eradicate polio in the United States, it adopted the new mission of preventing birth defects. 82 After the winding down of two major wars in the Middle East, with no other major war in sight, a president who declared that the war against terror was largely won, 83 a public very weary of military engagements overseas and antiterrorist measures at home (as revealed in the reaction to revelations about the actions of the NSA), and growing political pressures to reduce the budget-even of the military-the Pentagon has an objective need for a new mission. ASB is an answer to this need whether or not that need played a key role in formulating it.
Another factor is the large outlays that are involved. Some reliable estimates indicated that ASB would entail spending US$524 billion in military research and development (R&D) and procurement through 2023. 84 The required weapons, according to Congressman J. Randy Forbes and analyst Eldridge Colby, 85 would include additional Virginia-class submarines and new technologies designed to ''sustain our undersea-warfare advantage''; future aircraft with novel capabilities designed to meet ''emerging threat environments in the Western Pacific,'' including additional long-range bombers that would improve on the B-2; new ''credible kinetic and non-kinetic means to deter potential adversaries from extending a conflict into space''; a ''new generation of offensive munitions''; and greater spending, generally speaking, on ''cutting-edge and next-generation technologies.'' Mark Gunzinger, who shares the same concerns, coauthored a document with Jan Van Tol, Andrew Krepinevich, and Jim Thomas on ASB in which the authors recommended a host of military expenditures, 86 including ''long-range penetrating and stand-off [electronic warfare]-capable platforms (manned and/or unmanned)''; ''quantity obscurants, decoys, and false target generators for both offensive and defensive [electronic warfare] missions''; alternatives to GPS navigation [to reduce the] United States' reliance on GPS for its ''precision guided weapons''; directed-energy weapons (DEW); additional unmanned undersea vehicles for intelligence purposes; new mobile mines ''deployable by submarines and stealthy Air Force bombers''; ''Stockpiling'' precision-guided weapons; and additional air tankers. Considerations related to ASB have also led the Navy to prioritize building new missile destroyers. 87 Finally, though Van Tol et al. warn against dependence on ''relatively short-ranged land-and sea-based tactical aircraft,'' 88 the F-35 fighter in particular has become a pillar of ASB, making up the largest part of projected related spending. 89 Corporations that specialize in serving the military find themselves in a similar situation as the Pentagon, as the wars in the Middle East are ending. They too have objective interests in new missions and outlets for their production capacities. ASB's long shopping list provides for such outlets.
There is no single Military-Industrial Complex or Iron Triangle in the United States, as some critics from the left hold. There is no one power elite that meet at night in a motel in Arlington to decide what the military should purchase and how to divide the spoils, or how to promote a strategy that favors its interests. There are, though, a number of military-industrial-congressional alliances that, while competing with each other, do jointly affect US foreign policy and tilt it toward the Far East and away from the Middle East.
A major reason the focus on the Far East is preferable from the viewpoint of such major alliances is that preparing for war in this region is capital-intensive, while wars in the Middle East-fighting terrorists and insurgents-are laborintensive. Counterinsurgency operations like the Iraq and Afghanistan wars require high troop levels. 90 The main forces used were the Army (Special Forces included), Marines, and CIA. These forces spend a greater part of their budget on personnel costs (salaries and benefits) and use relatively low-cost equipment. 91 Although some corporations specialize in service provisions to these troops and in supplementing them with private contractors, large defense contractors like Lockheed Martin gain little from funds allotted to military salaries and benefits.
By contrast, the major forces to be used in the Far East are those of the Air Force and Navy. These are capital-intensive 92 services that use relatively little labor and buy aircraft carriers, nuclear submarines, fighters, and bombers, all manufactured by the private sector at high cost. The business model of major defense contractors, Etzioni 13 including Lockheed, Boeing, Northrop Grumman, and General Dynamics, relies on capital intensive rather than labor-intensive expenditures. 93 Next, corporations can gain a monopoly or at least a duopoly in the production of many of these so-called big ticket items because the nature of the market discourages competition. The market for major weapons systems is characterized by high entry costs, technical complexity, ''winner-takes-all'' competitions, and increasing emphasis on versatility rather than diversity of platforms, which facilitates consolidation and even monopolies among producers of such systems (particularly aircraft). 94 By winning the contract in 2001 to design and manufacture the Joint Strike Fighter, for example, Lockheed Martin positioned itself as the monopoly player in advanced fighter aircraft. Along the same lines, Huntington-Ingalls has a monopoly on building and servicing US aircraft carriers, and a duopoly (along with General Dynamics) on Navy submarines. Such a position gives producers of major systems certain advantages, as it is difficult for the government to cancel a program if there is no alternative. Despite the technical issues, delays, and cost overruns associated with Lockheed's F-35 stealth fighter, for example, the Pentagon has little choice but to work with Lockheed for a weapon system that officials consider indispensable. 95 One should note in this context that although corporations always played a role in these matters, their leverage over Congress has increased in recent years following several major decisions by the Supreme Court that allowed corporations, in effect, to give unlimited campaign contributions to members of Congress. 96 Political scientists differ a great deal in their conclusions about the effects of such campaign contributions. It would take us far afield to sort out in the context of this article, what the ''true'' answer is, if there is one. However, one should note that some highly regarded scholars find a ''robust relationship between defense earmarks and campaign contributions from defense political action committees,'' 97 while ''even after controlling for past contracts and other factors, companies that contributed more money to federal candidates subsequently received more contracts.'' 98 In short, the kind of military procurement and force structure ASB entails, and the kind favored by major corporations, are one and the same. This was confirmed by an interview with a high-ranking Pentagon official from the Bush Administration; with an official of the Clinton Administration (who has since dedicated his work to the study of the military); and with a designer of ASB. 99 The military's procurement preferences often line up in ways that parallel those of large defense manufacturers. In his insightful essay ''Silicon, Iron, and Shadow,'' retired US Army Lieutenant General David Barno lays out the three forms of war. 100 He points out that the US military strongly prefers to fight World War II-style conflicts in which the naval, air, and land forces of one nation are clearly arrayed against another-what Barno calls ''iron wars.'' In the words of former Defense Secretary Gates, conventional war is in the military's ''DNA,'' leading to a misconception that ''if you train and equip to defeat big countries, you can defeat any lesser threat''-ignoring the lessons of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Vietnam. 101 Thus, the military, defense contractors, and Congress fight to retain ''the big procurement programs initiated during the Cold War'' and drag their feet in preparing for asymmetric conflicts against terrorists and insurgents, or what Barno calls ''shadow wars.'' It was in this sense that, in February 2014, Undersecretary of Defense Kendall referred to the US military as ''distracted'' by counterinsurgency and at risk of losing its technological superiority. 102 This proclivity further reinforces the preferences for fighting in the Far East over the Middle East. ASB is a form of Iron war suited for the Far East.
Conclusion
The argument here advanced is not that ASB is being implemented solely or even mainly because of subterranean forces. Its slow move from a concept to implementation reflects the fact that threat assessments of China can legitimately be interpreted as a major cause for concern and that it is the mission of the US military to prepare for the eventuality that a war with China will evolve. The argument is that once it has been suggested, the subterranean forces are much more likely to support and promote it than oppose it because of the nature of their interests and the way ASB is constituted. And the fact that ASB is the kind of mission that subterranean forces favor makes it much more likely that it will be implemented than if these forces opposed it. This can be readily understood if one considers what the fate of the ASB would be if it entailed major cuts in the procurement of capital-intensive weapon systems, and entailed cutting the budgets of the Navy and the Air Force and increasing the budgets of unconventional American forces needed to fight asymmetric (shadow) wars.
